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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on August 31, 2007 was 
filed after the mailing date of the Non-Final Office Action on April 27, 2007. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the 
information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's amendment dated July 25, 2007 is acknowledged. Currently, claims 
35-45 are pending in light of the amendment, in which no claim was amended, claims 
1 - 34 were cancelled, no claim was withdrawn, and claims 35 - 45 were added has 
been entered of record. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed July 25, 2007 is acknowledged and is responded as 
follows. 

Applicant has cancelled numerous claims, which included claim 29, for which 
was objected to. Due to cancellation of claim 29, the objection of claim 29 is moot. Also 
included was claim 15, for which was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112. Due to 
cancellation of claim 15, the rejection of claim 25 is moot. 
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Applicant's arguments, see pgs. 6-9, with respect to claims 35 - 45 have been 
fully considered but they are not fully persuasive in view of the following reasons. 

In response to Applicant's arguments on pg. 7, Applicant submits that Ohtuka et 
al. does not teach a first and second power supply terminals formed on the main 
surface of the base substrate, which faces away from a multiplayer epitaxial structure. 
Ohtuka discloses only one power supply terminal 5 as seen in fig. 1 . The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees and would like to draw Applicant's attention to fig. 1 of Ohtuka 
and the previous Office Action mailing date of April 27, 2007. The Examiner would like 
to point out to the Applicant that nowhere in claim 5 rejection, which the limitation is now 
integrated into claim 35, did the Examiner cited ref. no. 5 of Ohtuka, pointing to a power 
supply terminal. In the previous Office Action, the Examiner cited a first and second 
power supply terminals to be one of the connections of ref. nos. 16a - 16c. As clearly 
shown in fig. 1 of Ohtuka, once the transistors, which are ref. nos. 16a - 16c are 
switched on, it acts as a power source, thus considered as a power terminal for each 
LED, ref. nos. 10a - 10c. Furthermore, assuming arguendo, if ref. nos. 16a - 16c are 
reasonably construed as power terminals, they are not facing away from a multiplayer 
epitaxial structure. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and would like to point out to 
the Applicant that the power terminals are still facing away from a multilayer epitaxial 
structure. For instance, but not limited to, the top surface of ref. nos. 14a - 14c where it 
connects to ref. nos. 16a - 16c are facing away from the multilayer epitaxial structure. 
The Examiner recognizes that Applicant's first and second power terminals are located 
on the bottom of the substrate, which are facing away from the multiplayer epitaxial 
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layer. However, the claimed limitation does not distinguish vertical position, whether the 
power terminals are on top or bottom of the base substrate or multilayer epitaxial 
structure. 

In response to Applicants arguments on pg. 8, Applicant suggests that Ohtuka 
does not disclose a structure including a through hole included in a base substrate 3, it 
is found partially persuasive. Therefore, the rejection is withdrawn. However, upon 
further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made below. 

In response to Applicant's remarks regarding the phosphor extending over the 
second electrodes and only a portion of the exposed light emitting layer and that the 
silicon oxide covers the sides of the light emitting layers, it is found persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection is withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it r in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling for the first conductive layer is a n-type 
semiconductor layer and the second conductive layer is a p-type semiconductor layer, 
does not reasonably provide enablement for claim 38's limitations of the opposite 
doping layers (see Applicant's specification of U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2006/0284195 
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A1 , par. 0082). The specification does not enable any person skilled in the art to which 
it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to swap layers of conductivities (p 
vs n type dopants) the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

The Examiner presumes that Applicant wanted first conductive layer to be n type 
while the second conductive layer to be p type, in order to agree as set forth in the 
specification, the figs, and claim 35 for which claim 38 depends from. 

Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling for a Ni/Au thin film ref. no. 20, does not reasonably 
provide enablement for Ni/An thin film as claimed in claim 43. The specification does 
not enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most 
nearly connected, to claim an element "An" part of the thin film of the invention 
commensurate in scope with these claims. 

The Examiner presumes that Applicant wanted to claim a Ni/Au thin film, as 
found in Applicant's specification of U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2006/0284195 A1 , par. 
0083. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 35 - 36 and 38 - 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nagai et al. (U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2006/0180818 A1), 
hereinafter as Nagai, and in further view of Durocher et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,614,103 
B1), hereinafter as Durocher and in further view of Baretz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,600,175 B1), hereinafter as Baretz. 

Regarding claim 35, figs. 1 A - 2B of Nagai teaches a semiconductor light 
emitting device (ref. no. 2) comprising: 
a base substrate (ref. no. 4); 

a multilayer epitaxial structure includes a first conductive layer (ref. no. 14), a 
second conductive layer (ref. no. 18) and a light emitting layer (ref. no. 16) that is 
formed between the first conductive layer and the second conductive layer (as seen in 
fig. 2A), the multilayer epitaxial structure being formed on the base substrate in such a 
manner that the first conductive layer is positioned closer to the base substrate than the 
second conductive layer is (as seen in fig. 2A); 

a first electrode (ref. no. 26) that is formed on the first conductive layer (as seen 
in fig. 2A); 

a second electrode (ref. nos. 20, 22, and/or 24) that is formed on the second 
conductive layer (as seen in fig. 2A); 

a first power supply terminal and a second power supply terminal that are formed 
on a main surface of the base substrate which faces away from the multilayer epitaxial 
structure (par. 0054 teaches that there is an anode and cathode on ref. nos. 6C and 6D, 
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as seen in figs. 1 A - 1 B for which are equated to a first and second power supply 
terminals; ref. no. 24 are the anodes and cathodes of ref. nos. 6C and 6D, and they are 
facing away from the multiplayer epitaxial structure, for instance, the upper surface is 
facing away from the multiplayer epitaxial structure; The Examiner recognizes that 
Applicant's first and second power terminals are located on the bottom of the substrate, 
which are facing away from the multiplayer epitaxial layer. However, the claimed 
limitation does not distinguish vertical position, whether the power terminals are on top 
or bottom of the base substrate or multilayer epitaxial structure.). 

But Nagai does not teach the following limitations whereas fig. 12 of Durocher 
teaches that it is known in the art to provide: 

a first conductive member (one of portion of the pair of ref. nos. 37 or 49) 
including a first through hole (ref. no. 51, e.g., fig. 5) that is provided in the base 
substrate (ref. no. 41, as seen in fig. 12), and electrically connecting the first electrode 
and the first power supply terminal (ref. no. 47 provides power, see col. 5, lines 14-16 
and col. 9, lines 29 -31); 

a second conductive member (one other portion of the pair of ref. nos. 37 or 49) 
including a second through hole (ref. no. 51, e.g., fig. 5) that is provided in the base 
substrate (ref. no. 41, as seen in fig. 12), and electrically connecting the second 
electrode and the second power supply terminal (ref. no. 47 provides power, see col. 5, 
lines 14 - 16 and col. 9, lines 29 - 31). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the invention of Nagai with the conductive through holes 
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of Durocher, in order to provide power through the substrate. It is proper to combine 
Nagai and Durocher because they both teach analogous art relating to LED packaging. 

But Nagai does not teach the following limitations whereas fig. 5 of Baretz 
teaches it is known in the art to provide: 

a phosphor film (ref. no. 63) that covers a main surface of the multilayer epitaxial 
structure (ref. no. 41) which faces away from the base substrate (as seen in fig. 5), and 
every side surface of the multilayer epitaxial structure from a layer including the main 
surface to include at least the light emitting layer (as seen in fig. 5). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the invention of Nagai with the phosphor film of Baretz, 
in order to emit white light at a second relatively longer wave length (col. 12, lines 18 - 
24). It is proper to combine Nagai and Baretz because they both teach analogous art 
relating to LED. 

Regarding claim 36, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, Nagai teaches wherein the multilayer epitaxial structure is 
formed on the base substrate leaving a space along each edge of a main surface of the 
base substrate which faces the multilayer epitaxial structure (as seen in fig. 1 B, there is 
a space around the borders of ref. no. 2 of its LEDs); and 

the first through hole and the second through hole are provided in a peripheral 
portion of the base substrate, the peripheral portion corresponding to the space (it 
would have been obvious to provide the through holes at each respective ends of ref. 
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nos. 6C and 6D with the teachings of Baretz, so that power can be delivered to the 
anode and out from the cathode from below the substrate). 

Regarding claim 38, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, Nagai teaches wherein the first conductive layer is a p-type 
semiconductor layer (see 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 rejection; par. 0045), and the second 
conductive layer is an n-type semiconductor layer (see 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 rejection; par. 
0045). 

Regarding claim 39, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 38, Nagai teaches wherein a main surface of the n-type 
semiconductor layer which faces away from the light emitting layer is uneven so as to 
improve light extraction efficiency (as seen in fig. 2A, inherent based on structure as 
shown in the fig., see note 1 below). 

Note 1: A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In essence, apparatus 
claims cover what a device is, not what a device does. See MPEP § 21 14. 

Regarding claim 40, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35 wherein the multilayer epitaxial structure is formed through 



Application/Control Number: 10/567,510 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2818 

epitaxial growth, on a single-crystal substrate different from the base substrate, and 
transferred from the single-crystal substrate to the base substrate (see note 1 below). 

Note 1: The recited limitation is drawn to a process by which the product is made. 
Even though product by process claims are limited by and defined by the process, 
determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product by 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process. Such 
product by process limitation does not structurally distinguish over the cited prior art. 
See MPEP§ 2113. 

In the instant case, multiplayer epitaxial structure formation would not result in a 
structural difference, because the process does not limit the final structure. Therefore, it 
does not distinguish from prior art. 

Regarding claim 41, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 40, wherein the multilayer epitaxial structure is transferred to 
the base substrate in such a manner that a last epitaxially-grown layer having grown on 
the single-crystal substrate is positioned closer to the base substrate than a first 
epitaxially-grown layer is (see note 1 of claim 40 rejection). 
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Regarding claim 42, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, Nagai teaches wherein the base substrate is a SiC 
substrate (par. 0042). 

Claims 43 - 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nagai, Durocher and Baretz as applied to claim 35 above, and further in view of Camras 
et al. (U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2002/0093023 A1), hereinafter as Camras. 

Regarding claim 43, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, but Nagai, Durocher and Baretz do not teach the following 
limitation whereas fig. 3A of Camras teaches wherein the epitaxial structure has an 
uneven p-electrode surface as a second conductive layer (ref. no. 118). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to provide the device of Nagai, Durocher and Baretz with the uneven electrode of 
Camras, in order to provide electrical contact to provide a voltage to the light emitting 
layer (par. 0037) and for current spreading and optical transparency (par. 0042). It is 
proper to combine Nagai, Durocher, Baretz, and Camras because they all teach 
analogous art relating to LED. 

Regarding claim 44, Nagai, Durocher, Baretz, and Camras teaches the 
semiconductor light emitting device of Claim 43, Camras teaches wherein a plurality of 
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depressions is formed on a surface of the p-electrode surface (as seen in fig. 3A) to 
improve light extraction efficiency (par. 0042). 

Regarding claim 45, Nagai, Durocher, Baretz, and Camras teaches the 
semiconductor light emitting device of Claim 43, Camras teaches wherein a Ni/Au thin 
film (par. 0038) and an ITO transparent electrode (par. 0042, teaches that ref. no. 118 
can also be transparent depending on optical transparency, and ITO electrode is widely 
known material in the art to use for transparent electrode, see Andriessen of U.S. 
Patent App. Pub. No. 2002/0153830 A1) from the p-electrode. 

Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagai, 
Durocher and Baretz as applied to claim 35 above, and further in view of Ohtuka et al. 
(WIPO Patent App. Pub. No. WO/058726 A1), hereinafter as Ohtuka. 

Regarding claim 37, Nagai, Durocher and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, but Nagai, Durocher and Baretz do not teach the following 
limitation whereas figs. 1,7, 11, and 18 of Ohtuka teaches further comprising: 

a metal reflective film (ref. nos. 9a - 9c) that is sandwiched between the 
multilayer epitaxial structure (ref. nos. 10a - 10c) and the base substrate (ref. no. 3). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the invention of Nagai, Durocher and Baretz with the 
metal reflective film of Ohtuka, in order to provide reflection of light to a set direction. It 
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is proper to combine Nagai, Durocher, Baretz, and Ohtuka because they all teach 
analogous art relating to LED. 

Claims 35 - 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Durocher, and in further view of Baik etal. (U.S. Patent No. 2004/0108511 A1), 
hereinafter as Baik, and in further view of Baretz. 

Regarding claim 35, fig. 12 of Durocher teaches a semiconductor light emitting 
device comprising: 

a base substrate (ref. no. 41); 

a multilayer epitaxial structure (col. 7, lines 23 - 40). 

a first power supply terminal and a second power supply terminal (one of ref. no. 
47 as seen in fig. 12) that are formed on a main surface of the base substrate which 
faces away from the multilayer epitaxial structure (on the bottom of ref. no. 41 as seen 
in fig. 12); 

a first conductive member (one of portion of the pair of ref. nos. 37 or 49) 
including a first through hole (ref. no. 51, e.g., fig. 5) that is provided in the base 
substrate (ref. no. 41, as seen in fig. 12), and electrically connecting the first electrode 
(one of ref. no. 61) and the first power supply terminal (one of ref. no. 47 provides 
power, see col. 5, lines 14 - 16 and col. 9, lines 29 - 31); 

a second conductive member (one other portion of the pair of ref. nos. 37 or 49) 
including a second through hole (ref. no. 51, e.g., fig. 5) that is provided in the base 



Application/Control Number: 10/567,510 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2818 

substrate (ref. no. 41, as seen in fig. 12), and electrically connecting the second 
electrode (other ref. no. 61) and the second power supply terminal (other ref. no. 47 
provides power, see col. 5, lines 14-16 and col. 9, lines 29 - 31). 

But Durocher does not explicitly provide the details of the multiplayer epitaxial 
structure whereas fig. 2 of Baik teaches it is known in the art to provide a multiplayer 
epitaxial structure includes a first conductive layer (ref. no. 24), a second conductive 
layer (ref. no. 28) and a light emitting layer (ref. no. 26) that is formed between the first 
conductive layer and the second conductive layer (as seen in fig. 2), the multilayer 
epitaxial structure being formed on the base substrate (ref. no. 39) in such a manner 
that the first conductive layer is positioned closer to the base substrate than the second 
conductive layer is (as seen in fig. 2); 

a first electrode (ref. no. 31) that is formed on the first conductive layer (as seen 
in fig. 2); 

a second electrode (ref. no. 33) that is formed on the second conductive layer (as 
seen in fig. 2). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the invention of Durocher with the LED structure of Baik, 
in order to provide an alternative LED structure design to emit light. It is proper to 
combine Durocher and Baik because they both teach analogous art relating to LED. 

But Durocher does not teach the following limitations whereas fig. 5 of Baretz 
teaches it is known in the art to provide: 
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a phosphor film (ref. no. 63) that covers a main surface of the multilayer epitaxial 
structure (ref. no. 41) which faces away from the base substrate (as seen in fig. 5), and 
every side surface of the multilayer epitaxial structure from a layer including the main 
surface to include at least the light emitting layer (as seen in fig. 5). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the invention of Durocher (e.g., LED, substrate) with the 
phosphor film and housing structure of Baretz, in order to emit white light at a second 
relatively longer wave length (col. 12, lines 18 - 24). It is proper to combine Durocher 
and Baretz because they both teach analogous art relating to LED. 

Regarding claim 36, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, Durocher and Baretz teaches wherein the multilayer 
epitaxial structure is formed on the base substrate leaving a space along each edge of a 
main surface of the base substrate which faces the multilayer epitaxial structure (as 
seen in fig. 12 of Durocher, where on the left or right side, there is spacing above ref. 
no. 41 where the LEDs do not exist; as seen in fig. 5 of Baretz, where on the left or right 
side, there is spacing above ref. no. 42 where the LEDs do not exist); and 

the first through hole and the second through hole are provided in a peripheral 
portion of the base substrate, the peripheral portion corresponding to the space (as 
seen in fig. 12 of Durocher or fig. 5 of Baretz where interconnects or leads are formed in 
the peripheral portions). 
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Regarding claim 37, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, fig. 2 of Baik teaches further comprising: 

a metal reflective film (ref. nos. 35 and 37; par. 0038) that is sandwiched 
between the multilayer epitaxial structure (everything above ref. no. 37) and the base 
substrate (ref. no. 39; as seen in fig. 2). 

Regarding claim 38, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, wherein the first conductive layer is a p-type semiconductor 
layer (see 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 rejection; par. 0036), and the second conductive layer is an 
n-type semiconductor layer (see 35 U.S.C. § 112 rejection; par. 0036). 

Regarding claim 39, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 38, Baik teaches wherein a main surface of the n-type 
semiconductor layer which faces away from the light emitting layer is uneven (as seen 
in fig. 2, the left side of ref. no. 24 is uneven created by a cavity, the surface is facing 
away from the light emitting layer, such that it's outside of light emitting layer view, i.e., 
vertical view) so as to improve light extraction efficiency (see note 1 below). 

Note 1: A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In essence, apparatus 
claims cover what a device is, not what a device does. See MPEP § 21 14. 
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Regarding claim 40, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35 wherein the multilayer epitaxial structure is formed through 
epitaxial growth, on a single-crystal substrate different from the base substrate, and 
transferred from the single-crystal substrate to the base substrate (see note 1 below). 

Note 1: The recited limitation is drawn to a process by which the product is made. 
Even though product by process claims are limited by and defined by the process, 
determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product by 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process. Such 
product by process limitation does not structurally distinguish over the cited prior art. 
See MPEP§ 2113. 

In the instant case, multiplayer epitaxial structure formation would not result in a 
structural difference, because the process does not limit the final structure. Therefore, it 
does not distinguish from prior art. 

Regarding claim 41, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 40, wherein the multilayer epitaxial structure is transferred to 
the base substrate in such a manner that a last epitaxially-grown layer having grown on 
the single-crystal substrate is positioned closer to the base substrate than a first 
epitaxially-grown layer is (see note 1 of claim 40 rejection). 
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Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Durocher, Baik and Baretz as applied to claim 35 above, and further in view of 
Furukawa et al. (U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2002/0149298 A1), hereinafter as 
Furukawa. 

Regarding claim 42, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, but Durocher, Baik, and Baretz does not teach wherein the 
base substrate is a SiC substrate. However, Durocher teaches that the base substrate 
(ref. no. 41), can be made from flexible carrier, glass circuit board or the like (col. 5, 
lines 17-31). Furukawa teaches that it is known in the art to provide wherein the base 
substrate is a SiC substrate (par. 0773). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the invention of 
Durocher, Baik, and Baretz with the substrate material of Furukawa, in order to provide 
an alternative substrate material. It is proper to combine Durocher, Baik, Baretz, and 
Furukawa because they both teach analogous art relating to LED structure and the 
substrate materials. 

Claims 43 - 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Durocher, Baik and Baretz as applied to claim 35 above, and further in view of Camras. 
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Regarding claim 43, Durocher, Baik and Baretz teaches the semiconductor light 
emitting device of Claim 35, but Durocher, Baik and Baretz do not teach the following 
limitation whereas fig. 3A of Camras teaches wherein the epitaxial structure has an 
uneven p-electrode surface as a second conductive layer (ref. no. 118). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to provide the device of Durocher, Baik and Baretz with the uneven electrode of 
Camras, in order to provide electrical contact to provide a voltage to the light emitting 
layer (par. 0037) and for current spreading and optical transparency (par. 0042). It is 
proper to combine Durocher, Baik, Baretz, and Camras because they all teach 
analogous art relating to LED. 

Regarding claim 44, Durocher, Baik, Baretz, and Camras teaches the 
semiconductor light emitting device of Claim 43, Camras teaches wherein a plurality of 
depressions is formed on a surface of the p-electrode surface (as seen in fig. 3A) to 
improve light extraction efficiency (par. 0042). 

Regarding claim 45, Durocher, Baik, Baretz, and Camras teaches the 
semiconductor light emitting device of Claim 43, Camras teaches wherein a Ni/Au thin 
film (par. 0038) and an ITO transparent electrode (par. 0042, teaches that ref. no. 118 
can also be transparent depending on optical transparency, and ITO electrode is widely 
known material in the art to use for transparent electrode, see Andriessen of U.S. 
Patent App. Pub. No. 2002/0153830 A1) from the p-electrode. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1 . WO 2005/01 3365 A2 is the PCT version of Nagai (U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 
2006/0180818 A1). 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

This action is a final rejection and is intended to close the prosecution of this 
application. Applicant's reply under 37 CFR 1.1 13 to this action is limited either to an 
appeal to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences or to an amendment complying 
with the requirements set forth below. 
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If applicant should desire to appeal any rejection made by the examiner, a Notice 
of Appeal must be filed within the period for reply identifying the rejected claim or claims 
appealed. The Notice of Appeal must be accompanied by the required appeal fee. 

If applicant should desire to file an amendment, entry of a proposed amendment 
after final rejection cannot be made as a matter of right unless it merely cancels claims 
or complies with a formal requirement made earlier. Amendments touching the merits 
of the application which otherwise might not be proper may be admitted upon a showing 
a good and sufficient reasons why they are necessary and why they were not presented 
earlier. 

A reply under 37 CFR 1 .1 13 to a final rejection must include the appeal from, or 
cancellation of, each rejected claim. The filing of an amendment after final rejection, 
whether or not it is entered, does not stop the running of the statutory period for reply to 
the final rejection unless the examiner holds the claims to be in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, if a Notice of Appeal has not been filed properly within the period for reply, 
or any extension of this period obtained under either 37 CFR 1.136(a) or (b), the 
application will become abandoned. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hoang-Quan Ho whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
871 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 AM - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Loke can be reached on (571) 272-1657. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/HQH/ GUdiJ«~~i£2~ 

Hoang-Quan Ho ' 

Junior Examiner 
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